COURT OF EXCHEQUER, IRELAND. 



AN ACCOUNT OF THE CHARGES EXHIBITED AGAINST JOHN POLLOCK, 
ESQUIRE, BY THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF IRELAND, 

At the suggestion of the Court of Exchequer; founded upon the Second Report of 
the Commissioners of Inquiry; together with a Copy of the Orders of the Court, 
made thereon, for the Dismissal or Removal of the said John Pollock, and for 
the Appointment of Mr. O’Grady in his room. 



<!■) 

The Attorney Generali 

, . n pj!' , p f Co P- v ' CHARGES against John Pollock, filed by the Attorney 
John Pollock, Esq. J General, m the Exchequer in Ireland. J “ 

In the matter of John Pollock, Esquire,! 

Exch^ e u P e U r ty ° f the Pleas in the | To the Barons of the Exchequer. 

THE Attorney General, in pursuance of the suggestion of the Court of Excheouer hit 
- tra r*- fl0ir, , t le becond Report ot ,lie Commissioners appointed to inquire into the 
t'?’ :f aW ? aBd «, e officers, clerks and ministers of Justice^ffi hSten! 

'cules.asncal courts Ireland, "-the following specific charges against John 
lolloct esrjtim, styled therem first deputy clerk of the picas” of this Honourable Court ■ 
mj relating to his conduct as such deputy, and which the Attorney General now submits 

to the cons, deration ot the Court. First Charge: That on references to the cferk 

ii, th t e P eaS A l ° t0t th u e T° m l l UC ° n bllls of exchan ge and promissorv notes, after inter- 
ocutory judgment, the fees of the deputy to whom such order comes, exceed those to which 
lm principal was entitled by tbfeold mode of proceeding, by writ of inquire, bv £2 17 e ' 
wherever there is an actual appearance and' where ^ appearance 
V;' h', ' . AI ? 0U * h the said P rac,lte having been introduced in the year 1804 (from 

Rm^aid fees prese . nt h n ° pers , on but the said John Pollock has held the said office) all 
the said fees so received by the deputy, except the charges for summonses and drawl™, 
his report, amounting altogether to S. 14. gd. $, are unwarranted by any ancient usao-e or 
qgal commencement; are not assimilated to any pre-existing charges ; and exceed consider 
«*** s'™'™ if 3565 - tbe 0the '' Courts;", he pfrticula,/of'*h Sfso 

daimed by and paid to the said principal and deputy are set out in Schedule N° 1 here- 
AnDendixTo 1 S “ C ° P J A PP endix N °35 to the said Report, and appearing by saTd 
pEb 1 Hi** ot a re!urn made to ,he said Commissioners by the said John 
Pollock, together with a statement of the ground on which he claims those fees. 

menE CO T , i lmnde< ‘ l ° ,he Said first de P l,t J'- at °*> e ^me, a sum of £. 5 y fbT the n ' v ! 
the mxlri t, ?h Ct E S ul " eas » »«aiked by the said deputy on a bill of costsfas bis fees'on 
H ■ dt,0 “ thereof, and the said deputy not only did not give any change thereout bar 

lmndedm U ihe d l ° d ° S °' And said Arthibold Hamilton at another time having 

tW a sum exceeding that marked by him, the said deputy, on affif 
* , the taxation thereof, by about one pound sterling, did not receive 

in^l * §e and knowing the practice ot the said deputy, did not require it And 

ftom Ja C ,r s aSainS ' Mani "’ in ' he >«°S. «3 

Si • V ?'’ “1““?" a “orne, of the Court of King's Bencit, it one flute olert 

ssieurs Gordon and Hamilton, a sum of five guineas, in order that he should tat' 

eiuire ,1 f J d( ?p > ,l J r L e . ,used to retum «ny part of the said sum, and kept the 

amount to tS 'wj. “* ^ h "" S “' d b ' U ° f C0S,S for llle tHxalion 'hereof d.d not 

700. 

Third 
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Third Charge : — That on the taxation of bills of costs of extraordinary length, it was 
the usual practice of the said first deputy to charge and receive a further sum for himself, 
in addition to the sum marked on the bill of costs ; and that accordingly in the case of 
Jones against Lord Aldborough, within seven years last past, the said first deputy did charge 
to and receive from James Robinson, esquire, one of the attornies of this Honourable Court, 
a sum of three or five guineas on the taxation of his bill of costs, though the sum marked 
thereon was but two guineas : And further, it appears by two entries in the books of Robert 
Hamilton, esquire, one of the attornies of this Honourable Court, in the hand-writing of 
one James M c Vey, a clerk of the said Robert Hamilton; that in one case where the sum 
marked on a bill of costs by the said first deputy as his fee on the taxation thereof, was a 
sum of £.9. 7. he received from the said James M c Vey a sum of ten guineas; and in 
another instance the said James M c Vey paid to the said first deputy a sum of five guineas 
on the taxation of a bill of costs, which exceeded the sum marked thereon by a sum of one 
or three guineas; and by another entry in the books of the same gentleman, in the hand- 
writing of a Mr. George Moore, who acted as his clerk, the said George Moore has charged 
his said employer four guineas as paid to the said first deputy on the taxation of a bill of 
costs, in which the sum of two guineas only is marked in that respect; whether James 
M c Vey last mentioned, and the sum of five guineas last stated to have been given by him, 
are respecting the same person and sum as mentioned above in the second Charge, does 
not appear by the said Report. 

Fourth Charge That the charges made by the said first deputy on taxation of costs 
have not been governed by any rule, but have in general rested altogether on the discretion 
of the said officer; and accordingly it appears that in November 1811, the said first deputy 
taxed three bills of costs for William Furlong, Esq. for which, respecting his charges were 
as follows, viz. for one consisting of three pages, and amounting to £.175 os. 8 d. a sum of 
one guinea; for another, consisting of twelve pages, and amounting to £.370 os. 5 d. a sum 
of two guineas ; and for the third, consisting of seventeen pages, and amounting to 
£. 569 14s. 4d.ii sum of three guineas; and a further instance is set out in Schedule, N° 2, 
hereunto annexed, being a copy of a bill of costs as taxed, set out in page 16 of the said 
Report. 

Fifth Charge:— That the said first deputy hath usually issued at the same time three 
blank summonses to tax costs to any party applying for them, keeping no memorandum of' 
the time, either of issuing same, or of attending thereon, and of demanding a fee for at- 
tendance on each of said summonses, though such attendance is seldom or never had on 
more than one of them. 

Sixth Charge: — That the fee of 5.6 8 d. for attendance has been increased by the said 
first deputy to 5 . 1 1 4 %d. and that the entire of said fee is unwarranted by anything appear- 
ing by the list of fees made in the year 1734 by order of the House of Lords. 

Seventh Charge : — That on the taxation of each bill of costs, a fee of 5 . 2 2 d. is due to 
the chief baron, and a fee also to the said first deputy ; but that it appears that in the taxa- 
tion of costs for the Stamp Office the same documents, which as to the Chief Baron’s fee 
was considered as a siugle bill of costs, and produced to him a fee of 5 . 2 2d. was, as to the 
said first deputy, considered as comprising in one instance 160, and in another instance 114 
distinct bills of costs, being the number of causes therein comprised respectively, for the 
former of which, at 5.6 8 d. for each cause, he received £.53 6 s. 8 d. and for the latter, 
at S. 3 4 d. each, £.19. Although in this latter there were but three causes in which the 
costs exceeded £. 5. each, and in one cause the amount was 5.2 6 d. the costs in the former 
amounting to £.1,136 5s. 11 d. in the latter, to £.290 18s. 2d. so for a bill of costs 
ending in April 1814, the said deputy charged the same department twenty-seven guineas 
and a half, being one half guinea on each of 55 causes therein comprised; and in another 
bill of costs, comprising 20 cases, 1 1 of those cases amounted only to 5.6 8d. each, the sum 
claimed and received by the said first deputy, was 5.3 4 d. on each cause. 

Eighth Charge: — That in the taxation of bills of costs the said first deputy has seen the 
several subordinate officers in the said office of Clerk of the Pleas of this Court advance 
their charges without any authority whatsoever for so doing, in the proportion of from 
20 to 50 per cent, and has allowed such advances in taxation. 

Ninth Charge: — Because on the sole pretext of establishing uniformity, the said first 
deputy has of late years allowed in bills of costs taxed by him for business done in this 
Court, charges merely ideal, and of which, as they appear in certain printed forms, now 
commonly in use, the greater part of those who make them don’t even understand the 
meaning, because such charges had respectively been established by usage in other Courts, 
in which probably they formerly bad some rational foundation, not existing in this Court, 
into which the introduction of them is wholly unwarranted; the particular names of these 
charges do not appear by the Report. 

THE foregoing is a copy of the Charges filed by the Attorney General in the Exchequer, 
in this matter against John Pollock. 

T. Sf W m Thomas, 

Crown Solicitors. 
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(2.) 

Tuesday, ist July 1817. T 

In the matter of John Pollock,! Attested Copy, ORDER for dismissing John Pollock, 
esquire, first Deputy Clerk off esquire, from his office, 
the Pleas. J 

THE Right Honourable William Saurin, His Majesty’s Attorney General, haying exhi- 
bited to the Court nine charges against the said John Pollock, for misconduct in his said 
office of first Deputy Clerk of the Pleas, and the same having been replied to upon oath by 
the said John Pollock : Upon hearing the said Attorney General, and also Charles Kendal 
Buslie, esquire, His Majesty’s Solicitor General, in support of the said charges, and Charles 
Burton and Richard Pennefather, esquires, of Counsel on behalf of the said John Pollock ; 
and on reading the said charges, and the affidavit of the said John Pollock in answer thereto; 
It is Ordered by the Court, that the said John Pollock be dismissed from his said office of 
first Deputy Clerk of the Pleas; and he is hereby dismissed accordingly. 

(A true copy) 

WELLESLEY. 



C3)- 

Wednesday, 2d July, 1817. 

IT appearing to the Court that Waller O'Grady, esquire, Clerk of the Common Pleas, is 
now absent in England, and that it is expedient that the vacancy which has been made by 
the Court in the office of first Deputy 10 ihe said Clerk of the Common Pleas should be 
forthwith supplied ; It is therefore hereby Ordered, that Care w Smyth O’Grady, esquire, 
who hath for many years filled the office of Clerk of Nisi Prtus in this Court, shall discharge 
the several duties of the said office of first Deputy Clerk of the Common Pleas, under the 
authority of this Court, until a sufficient deputation to the said office shall be made by the said 
Waller O’Grady, or until the further Order of this Court. 

(A true copy) 

W’ELLESLEY. 
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